488	THE LAW OF MOVABLES
and the test by which the locality is determined have been
explained by Atkin L.J. in the following words :
'A debt, or a chose in action^ as a matter of fact, is not a matter of
which you can predicate position; nevertheless, for a great many pur-
poses it has to be ascertained where a debt or a chose in action is situated,
and certain rules have been laid down in this country which have been
derived from the practice of the ecclesiastical authorities in granting
administration, because the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical authorities was
limited territorially. The ordinary had only a jurisdiction within a
particular territory, and the question whether he should issue letters of
administration depended upon whether or not assets were to be found
within his jurisdiction, and the test in respect of simple contracts was:
Where was the debtor residing ? . . . The reason why the residence of
the debtor was adopted as that which determined where the debt was
situate was because it was in that place where the debtor was that the
creditor could, in fact, enforce payment of the debt.'1
Debt     This rule, that a chose in action, such as a right to recover a
situated ioanz or mOnev due under an insurance policy,3 is situated in
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debtor the country where the debtor resides,4 encounters an apparent
resides difficulty where, as will often occur in the case of a corporation,
the residence extends to two or more countries. Since the place
of residence is chosen because it is there that recovery by action
is possible, it has been suggested that a debt is situated in the
country where it is payable even though this does not represent
the residence of the debtor. The courts, however, have not
taken this view. They have insisted that the residence of the
debtor is 'an essential element in deciding the situs of the debt*.5
If the debtor resides in two or more countries, then indeed the
debt is situated in the one in which, either by the contract
itself or by the general law, it is payable ;6 but if he resides only
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